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of betraying his client's secrets (d), or of acting
unprofessionally (e); but not of cheating persons
who are not his clients on occasions in no way
connected with his business (/).

So to say of a barrister that he knows no
law (g)9 or is not fit to be a lawyer (h), or gives
bad advice (i), or has deceived his client and
revealed the secrets of his cause (&), is actionable
per se (i).

OTHER PROFESSIONS.

Similarly,. to impute incapacity to an archi-
tect (I), a land agent or surveyor (w), journalist,
schoolmaster (ri)9 or veterinary surgeon (0), is
actionable per se.

(d)  Martyn v. Burlings (1597), Cro. Eliz. 589.

(e)  Byrchley's case (1585), 4 Eep. 16; Phillies v. Jansen
(1798), 2 Esp. 624.

(/) Doyley v.' Eoberts (1837), 3 Bing. N. C. 835. It must
of course be remembered that if the words complained of
amount to an accusation of a criminal offence they will
be actionable per se apart altogether from the question
whether or not they were spoken of the plaintiff in the way
of his profession. See pp. 25, 26, supra.

(</) Banles v. Allen (1616), 1 Boll. Abr. 54.

(li) Peard v. Jones (1635), Cro. Car. 382.

(i) King v. Lake (1672), 2 Yentr. 28.

(ft) Snag v. Gray (1571), 1 Eoll. Abr. 57.

(Z) Botterill and another v. Whytehead (1879), 41 L. T. 588.

(m) London v. Eastgate (1619), 2 Eolle's Eep, 72.

(n) Hume v. Marshall (1878), 42 J. P. 136.

(o) Hirst v. Goodwin (1862), 3 F. & F. 257.